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SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my deep concern 
about the direction that the President 
is taking the country in terms of our 
Nation’s commitment to providing re-
tirement security to the elderly and in-
come security to the disabled, widows, 
and survivors. I am speaking, of course, 
about the President’s plan for 
privatizing Social Security. 

President Bush writes in his recently 
released Economic Report of the Presi-
dent, ‘‘The greatest fiscal challenges 
we face arise from the aging of our so-
ciety.’’ Yet his annual Economic Re-
port devotes little more than a page 
and a half to this important subject. 

As his Economic Report reveals, the 
President has no real plan to address 
the fiscal challenges arising from the 
retirement of the baby boom genera-
tion, let alone a plan to fix Social Se-
curity. All the President has is an 
unaffordable plan to create private re-
tirement accounts, with few specifics 
and many unanswered questions. 

That is not stopping the President 
from barnstorming the country telling 
the American people that Social Secu-
rity is a sinking ship and private ac-
counts are the lifeboats into which we 
should jump. But the administration is 
manufacturing a crisis that does not 
exist in order to dismantle Social Se-
curity. 

Despite the administration’s claims, 
Social Security will remain solvent for 
nearly 50 more years. Even after that, 
Social Security would still be able to 
pay 70 to 80 percent of benefits. Modest 
changes to the system would enable 
Social Security to pay full benefits 
well beyond the next 50 years. 

No other retirement system or For-
tune 500 company in the United States 
can make that same claim. In fact, the 
weakness of traditional pensions 
makes Social Security look like the 
most secure part of our retirement sys-
tem right now. 

To put the problem into perspective, 
making the Bush administration’s four 
enacted tax cuts permanent would cost 
three to five times more than the So-
cial Security shortfall over the next 75 
years. 

For over 60 years, Social Security 
has provided a dependable and predict-
able stream of income to retired or dis-
abled workers, their dependents and 
their survivors. Forty-eight million 
men, women, and children rely on So-
cial Security benefits each month to 
help them live with dignity. The bene-
fits are protected from inflation and 
one cannot outlive them. 

Social Security is an insurance pro-
gram, not an investment plan, and pri-
vate accounts would destroy much of 
the insurance value of the program. 
More than one-quarter of Social Secu-
rity benefits go to survivors and dis-
abled workers and their families, and 
these benefits would be at risk under 
the President’s proposal. 

We all acknowledge the long-term 
fiscal imbalance of the Social Security 

trust fund. However, it is equally crit-
ical to recognize that the President’s 
private accounts do absolutely nothing 
to address this imbalance, as a senior 
administration official recently ac-
knowledged. In fact, diverting payroll 
tax revenues exacerbates insolvency 
and accelerates the date of trust fund 
imbalance. 

For obvious reasons, the President 
has not mentioned this or other facts 
that are so critical to the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. His privatization 
scheme requires cutting benefits by 
more than 40 percent, even for those 
who choose not to invest in privatized 
accounts. 

Those choosing a private account 
could be hit with an additional ‘‘privat-
ization tax’’ of 70 percent or more of 
the value of their account, which would 
be deducted from their Social Security 
benefits upon retirement. 

President Bush has urged Congress to 
fix Social Security for younger workers 
and not pass on the problem to future 
generations. However, the President’s 
plan for private accounts would place a 
huge burden on our children and grand-
children by increasing Federal debt by 
over $750 billion in just the next 10 
years. This debt would rise to nearly $5 
trillion over the first 20 years that the 
plan is in place. 

The President’s private accounts 
would cut Social Security’s funding, 
weaken the program, and make its fi-
nancial problems worse, not better. In 
short, private accounts pose a serious 
threat to the future economic security 
of all Americans, particularly the most 
vulnerable members of our society. 

This is why last week I joined 41 of 
my fellow Democratic senators in call-
ing on the President to publicly and 
unambiguously abandon his support for 
private accounts funded with Social 
Security dollars or cuts in guaranteed 
benefits. 

At a time when our country is saving 
so little and fewer employers are offer-
ing traditional pension plans, Social 
Security’s predictable, inflation-pro-
tected benefits that can’t be outlived 
occupy a critical role in ensuring our 
retirement security. 

Before we can roll up our sleeves and 
delve into the very serious question of 
shoring up Social Security for all, we 
must set aside ideology and acknowl-
edge the demographic and fiscal chal-
lenges facing this bedrock retirement 
security program. 

I want to work with President Bush 
to promote personal wealth and saving 
through investment, but not at the 
cost of Social Security. I urge the 
President to take private accounts off 
the table so that we might achieve bi-
partisan agreement to strengthen So-
cial Security for the long-term and en-
hance the retirement security of all 
Americans. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

‘‘MADD AT GM’’ CAMPAIGN 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I come 

to the Senate this afternoon in dis-

belief and sadness and a little anger. I 
am angry, sad, at the blatant disregard 
for common sense in a new ad cam-
paign being promoted by a prominent 
trade association. 

The American Beverage Licensees, or 
ABL, has launched a campaign entitled 
‘‘MADD at GM’’—MADD referencing 
Mothers Against Driving Drunk, with 
the aim of stopping the charitable do-
nations General Motors gives to Moth-
ers Against Drunk Driving. 

ABL claims that MADD has a 
‘‘neoprohibitionist agenda.’’ Yes, the 
neoprohibitionist agenda is what they 
claim. 

They claim that MADD ‘‘wants to 
criminalize social drinking by pre-
venting designated drivers from drink-
ing before they get behind the wheel.’’ 
Apparently in their world, designated 
drivers ought to be able to have a few 
drinks before getting on the road. In 
most people’s world, that defies all 
common sense. 

In honor of MADD’s 20th anniversary 
in 2000, General Motors made a com-
mitment to contribute $2.5 million over 
5 years to MADD to combat underage 
drinking, for underage drinking pre-
vention, and drunk driving victim as-
sistance, a very laudable goal. I ap-
plaud General Motors for doing this. 
But what has happened is, with General 
Motors’ funding commitment now ex-
pired, ABL has seen this as the perfect 
opportunity to attack General Motors. 
They are attacking a noble cause, and 
their attack makes no sense. 

ABL’s smear campaign against Gen-
eral Motors and MADD has taken 
many forms—an Internet Web site, 
print advertisements, TV ads during 
NASCAR events, and through pro-
motional materials distributed at bars, 
restaurants, and other ABL member lo-
cations throughout the country. I have 
brought two of these ads with me to 
the Senate floor this afternoon. Let me 
show the first ad. 

This first advertisement plays off the 
well-known board game Monopoly. It 
explicitly states that by purchasing a 
General Motors car, any American is 
funding his or her own arrest. How ab-
surd. It suggests that because General 
Motors supports MADD and MADD is 
against drinking and driving that 
somehow General Motors is to blame if 
you get arrested for being over the 
legal drinking limit. But last time I 
checked, in this country we arrest peo-
ple who have broken the law. And in 
this case that is drinking too much be-
fore you get behind the wheel. 

Let me show the second ad, just as 
outrageous. This advertisement, again 
from the MADD at GM campaign, con-
tradicts common sense as much as the 
first one did. As you can see here, the 
man in the ad is posing for his mug 
shot. But instead of holding his arrest 
number, he is holding a sign stating 
that his arrest was sponsored by Gen-
eral Motors. That is what it says. 

General Motors didn’t get this man 
arrested. Drinking and driving did. The 
ad further states that General Motors 
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